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Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clainms 1 to 10, which constitute all the
clainms in the application.

Representative claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A method of designing the layout of mlliwave and
m crowave integrated circuits using a conputer aided design
system conpri si ng:

di spl aying each a plurality of kinds of |unped circuit
el enments and distributed constant transm ssion |ines for an
integrated circuit on a cathode ray tube display as respective
cl osed drawi ng objects, each closed draw ng object having an
area and di nmensi on representing electrical data and edges for
over |l appi ng respective edges of other drawi ng objects to
establish electrical connections between respective | unped
circuit elenents and transm ssion |ines represented by
correspondi ng draw ng objects;

connecting the cl osed drawi ng objects displayed on the
cat hode ray tube display by overl appi ng the edges but not the
areas of respective pairs of a plurality of the closed draw ng
objects to produce a virtual integrated circuit having the
circuit construction of the integrated circuit; and

perform ng | ogical operations on the drawi ng objects of
the virtual integrated circuit according to a design rule
defined in accordance with a production process for producing
the integrated circuit to produce at | east one nmask pattern
for manufacturing the integrated circuit.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Chao et al. (Chao) 5,031, 111 Jul . 09, 1991
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Shi kata et al. (Shikata) 5,309, 371 May 03,

1994

Clains 1 to 10 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103. As
evi dence of obvi ousness, the exam ner relies upon Chao in view
of Shi kat a.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and
the exam ner, reference is made to the briefs and the answer
for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

Generally for the reasons expressed by the exam ner in
the answer, and for the additional reasons presented here, we
will sustain the prior art rejection of clains 1 to 10 under
35 U S.C. 8 103. Inasmuch as no argunments are presented as to
any cl aimon appeal, and page 7 of the principal Brief on
appeal indicates that all clains stand or fall together, we
will consider only the features recited in representative
i ndependent claim 1l on appeal.

We agree with the appellants’ and the exam ner’s
assessnent of Chao that this reference does not teach the

di spl ay and overl apping of the closed circuit object edges.
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On the other hand, we agree with the exam ner’s assessnent of
Shi kata and the reasoni ng advanced at pages 4, 6 and 7 of the
answer as to why it woul d have been obvious for the artisan to
have utilized the teachings of Shikata in a conbined structure
to arrive at the subject matter of representative claim1l on
appeal .

Representative claim1l recites in part that each cl osed
drawi ng object has two parts, an area representing the
el ectrical data and edges for overl apping respective edges of
ot her drawi ng objects. The | anguage of representative claiml
in dispute between the exam ner and appellants is that
respective pairs of a plurality of the closed drawi ng objects
are connected “by overl appi ng the edges but not the areas of
the respective pairs.” For the nost part appellants’
di scl osure indicates that the overl appi ng of edges but not the
areas of respective pairs of closed drawi ng objects neans
plainly what these words state. The disclosure also neans and
appel l ants’ argunents in the brief and reply brief also
i ndicate that the overl appi ng of edges nmeans no overl appi ng at
all, that is, that edges of pairs of closed drawi ng objects
abut each other, are contiguous or are tangential such that
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edges of adjacent pairs of closed drawi ng objects would touch
each other. The bottomof page 1 of the reply brief states
that the “entire thrust of the invention is the connection of
the cl osed drawi ng objects along edges, i.e., lines.”
Following this |ine of argunent of appellants, it appears
that in appellants’ prior art Fig. 19(b) “the areas” of the
drawi ng objects do in fact overlap each other but only the
edges abut each other in prior art Fig. 19(a). Therefore, to
the extent argued, appellants’ clainms would appear to read
upon their own prior art Fig. 19(a). |In the sane sense, Fig.
19(a) appears to be consistent with the bul k of appellants’
characterizations of the manner in which the connectivity is
achieved in Fig. 4. 1In each of the graphical depictions there
in the exanple of the connection portion of Fig. 4 for each of
the active circuit elenments or closed drawi ng objects
depi cted, other than the one for the resistor, the connection
is achi eved by abutting, or contiguous or tangential edges
touching each other. Only in the resistor depiction at the
top of Fig. 4 is the characterization shown for both an
abutment of the resistor portion with the mcro strip line on

the left with an apparent overl apping of the “area” portion of
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the mcro strip line on the right. 1In this sense then,
appel l ants’ own di scl osed invention appears to read upon and
be consistent with the di sadvantages asserted to exist with
the area overlap of Fig. 19(b). In the sanme sense, the bul k
of appellants’ Fig. 4 other than the depiction for the
resistors appears to be consistent with appellants’
characterization of the prior art in Fig. 19(a).

Wth this understanding in mnd, appellants’
characterization that Shikata overlaps the “area” of draw ng
objects is msplaced. At the top of page 9 of the principa
Brief on appeal appellants characterize the figures 8 to 13 of
Shi kata as including show ngs that sone intersections of areas
of closed drawi ng objects representing circuit elenments are
shown. By the use of the word “sone” appellants inpliedly
admt there is some showi ng of a tangential or edge only
connection in these figures, which is consistent with our view
of the sanme figures.

From our study of this reference, it appears to us that
the Fig. 7 showing in Shikata shows the overl appi ng of areas
in some cases as well as the tangential connectivity of
certain ones of the elenents at the edges only. After the
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conmpaction procedures as taught in this reference the Fig. 8
show ng woul d appear to indicate that there is an overl apping
of sone edges only, no overl apping of areas, the absence of
any overlap at all and in sonme cases a tangential or edge

abut ment connection. The shape altered version of Fig. 8 in
Fig. 9 does not show any overl appi ng areas, shows tangentia

or abutting connected areas as well as sone areas that are not
connected at all. The final aspect ratio adjusted depiction
for this first enbodinent in Shikata’s Fig. 11 appears to us
to show the contiguity or abutnent between the edges of closed
drawi ng figures, the absence of sone of themtouching at al
and a possi bl e overl apping of edges between itens 2 and 4, for
exanple. Simlar assessnments can be made with respect to
Figs. 19, 20, 24 and even Shi kata s assessnent of the prior
art at Fig. 41.

Wth respect to the Fig. 15B flowhart, the determ nation
of whether any overlap exists at block 2140 is expl ai ned at
col. 13, lines 40 through 59 such that a predeterm ned val ue
of the overlap may equal zero. 1In this case, all of the
respective cl osed drawi ng objects woul d have no overl ap at al
in their final version and would therefore abut or be
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tangentially connected with respect to objects adjacent other
drawi ng objects. There are conpelling repetitive teachings in
Shi kata’s specification against any overlap anong the area
portion of the respective draw ng objects, but according to
this fornula at Fig. 15B some minor overlap may exi st
according to the actual value the artisan would choose to
prescribe for the value of H. In this case, should it exist,
there woul d be no overl apping of “areas” as we understand it
is intended in claim1 and from appel |l ants’ di scl osure, but
only an overlap of edge portions or edge regions.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the exam ner

rejecting clains 1 to 10 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 is affirned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal

§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RMED

JAMES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JAMES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

9

N N N N N N N N N N N

N

may be extended under 37 CFR

BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS AND

| NTERFERENCES

)



Appeal No. 96-1413
Application 08/134, 798

LEYDIG VAT & MAYER

700 THI RTEENTH STREET, N. W
SUI TE 300

WASHI NGTQN, DC 20005

10



